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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF MARGARET BEATA 

ON BEHALF OF AMERITECH ILLINOIS 

Q. PLEASE STATE YOU NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 

A. My given name is Margaret Mary Beata although I use the nickname Peggy. 

My business address is 350 N. Orleans, Flr. 3, Chicago, IL 60654 

Q. BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED, AND IN WHAT CAPACITY? 

A. I am employed by SBCiAmeritech in the capacity of Director of Regional 

Account Management. 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND 

BUSINESS EXPERIENCE. 

A. I hold a Bachelor of A r t s  degree with a major in Marketing from DePaul 

University. I have been assigned multiple responsibilities in my employment 

with SBC/Ameritech, most recently accepting the responsibility for 

Ameritech-centric accounts whose primary geography is in the five state 

Ameritech area. Prior to this assignment, I led Product Management teams in 

the wholesale division of SBC and formerly Ameritech since November of 

1997. Other assignments within Ameritech and previously Illinois Bell 
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included sales management, marketing management. and product 

management. 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 

I will respond to portions of the testimony of Globalcom witness Eric L. 

Wince. 

HAVE YOU HAD EXPERIENCE DEALING WITH GLOBALCOM AS 

A CUSTOMER OF AMERITECH ILLINOIS? 

Yes. In addition, the account manager who is responsible for the Globalcom 

account on a daily basis reports to me. I participate in meetings with the 

customer where issues of concern are addressed. I have worked with 

Mr. Wince, Mr. Wurster and other employees of Globalcom as a point of 

escalation, particularly if they wanted an issue handled in an expedited 

fashion. 

AT PAGES 5 TO 6 OF HIS DIRECT TESTIMONY, M R .  WINCE 

DISCUSSES CONTACTS THAT GLOBALCOM HAD WITH 

AMERITECH IN 1999 AND 2000. DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS 

IN RESPONSE TO MR. WINCE’S TESTIMONY IN THIS REGARD? 
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Yes. Mr. Wince indicates that Globalcom contacted Ameritech in 1999 to 48 A. 
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begin the process of interconnecting with Ameritech’s network. As Mr. 

Wince correctly states, Ameritech assigned an Account Management Team to 

work with Globalcom on this project. The role of the Account Management 

Team in situations such as the one presented by Globalcom is to inform the 

customer about the services and facilities that Ameritech Illinois can make 

available to the customer. The Account Management Team will meet with the 

customer to discuss the customer’s specific requirements and to assist the 

customer in identifymg cost-effective alternatives. The Account Management 

Team, for example, will make the customer fully aware of the availability of 

pricing plans, such as the OPP term pricing plans for special access service, 

that can save the customer significant amounts of money, depending on the 

customer’s specific needs and objectives. 

DID THE ACCOUNT MANAGEMENT TEAM ASSIGNED TO 

GLOBALCOM ASSIST GLOBALCOM IN THE MANNER 

DESCRIBED ABOVE? 

Yes. The relationship between Globalcom and Ameritech began in 1996. At 

the time an Ameritech Account Manager was assigned to assist Globalcom. 

The initial support involved helping Globalcom with the process of certifying 

as a CLEC, as well as negotiating a successful Interconnection Agreement. 
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As Globalcorn grew and their business needs expanded, additional Account 

Team resources were added. An Account Manager, specializing in special 

access services, provided information on services that could be beneficial to 

Globalcorn as they had proved to be for other access customers. The Account 

Team assisted Globalcorn’s business needs through ASR seminars and 

provided information on services such as Enhanced Subscription Processing, 

TELIS-Unix and Electronic Bonding for Trouble Administration. As the 

needs of Globalcorn evolved, Ameritech provided options to support their 

requirements. 

Q. HOW WOULD YOU DESCRIBE THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 

GLOBALCOM AND AMERITECH ILLINOIS? 

A. I believe that we have had a very good relationship with Globalcorn. Our 

Account Managers have worked closely over the years with Globalcorn 

employees on a daily basis to meet Globalcom’s needs for services, including 

both switched and special access services. 

Q. MR. WINCE STATES THAT AMERITECH “PROVIDED SEVERAL 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO GLOBALCOM ON HOW ITS 

NETWORK SHOULD BE CONFIGURED TO INTERCONNECT 

WITH IS OWN NETWORK TO TRANSPORT LOCAL AND LONG 
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DISTANCE TRAFFIC” (WINCE TESTIMONY, P. 6). DO YOU HAVE 

ANY COMMENT TO MAKE IN RESPONSE TO THIS STATEMENT? 
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Yes. It is not accurate to suggest that Ameritech Account Managers made 

“recommendations” to Globalcom about how Globalcom should configure its 

own network. As I have previously discussed, Ameritech Account Managers 

will work closely with customers such as Globalcom to understand their 

needs and to identify cost effective alternative means of interconnecting with 

the Ameritech Illinois network. Ultimately, however, it is the customer’s 

responsibility to make decisions regarding the configuration of its own 

network based on its own business requirements. If price is the customer’s 

primary criteria, the customer has the ability to purchase special access 

services under long term agreements in exchange for lower monthly rates. 

MR. WINCE CITES AN E-MAIL SENT TO HIM FROM AN 

ACCOUNT REPRESENTATIVE, SYBIL BAKER, IN MAY OF 1999 

AS EVIDENCE THAT AMERITECH MADE A SPECIFIC 

“RECOMMENDATION” TO GLOBALCOM. (WINCE TESTIMONY, 

P. 9). DO YOU AGREE WITH M R  WINCE’S CHARACTERIZATION 

OF MS. BAKER’S E-MAIL? 

No. The e-mail referred by Mr. Wince is attached to his testimony. That e- 

mail provides a summary of four special access arrangements for 
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Globalcorn’s consideration. The alternatives were developed based on the 

information that Globalcom gave Ameritech Illinois about Globalcom’s 

network requirements, The e-mail discusses the pricing structure of the four 

alternatives and points out that option 3 has a number of advantages over the 

first two options mentioned, including “long term savings, more timely 

installation due the capacity and smaller NRCs”. The email describes option 

4 as the “ultimate in service” with the advantages of option 3 “plus bi- 

directional switching.” The email does not, however, contain a specific 

“recommendation”, as Mr. Wince asserts. Rather, the email requests that Mr. 

Wince inform Ameritech of the alternative Globalcom was interested in 

pursuing so that the Company could “get this process started”. 
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MR. WINCE STATES THAT HE “TREATED AMERITECH” AND 

“EXPECTED AMERITECH WOULD TREAT [HIM], LIKE ANY 

OTHER VENDOR RELATIONSHIP”. HE FURTHER STATES THAT 

HE EXPECTED THAT AMERITECH WOULD PROVIDE HIM THE 

“MOST COST EFFECTIVEALTERNATIVES FOR SERVICES”. 

(WINCE TESTIMONY, P. 9). DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS IN 

RESPONSE TO THESE STATEMENTS? 

I believe that Ameritech Illinois has gone out its way to treat Globalcom as a 

valued customer. From Globalcom’s initial entry in 1996 to the present, the 
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Ameritech Account team has provided support to Globalcom through product 

and service offers as well as assistance with systems to improve their business 

process. The Account Team assisted Globalcorn with the certification process 

as a new CLEC in the Ameritech territory and successfully implementing an 

Interconnection Agreement. The Account Team provided information to assist 

with ASR order writing, Enhanced Subscription Processing, TELIS-Unix and 

Trouble Administration. 

Moreover, the Company has identified cost-effective service alternatives, as 

evidenced by Ms. Baker’s emaii. Globalcorn has taken advantage of service 

alternatives and pricing options resulting in substantial savings in special 

access service costs. Globalcom has never before expressed any 

dissatisfaction with our relationship or the service that we have provided to it. 

It appears that Mr. Wince’s real concern is that Ameritech Illinois did not 

offer to perform the work of combining loop and dedicated transport 

unbundled network elements to create new EELs, to be priced at UNE rates, 

for Globalcom to use as a substitute for special access service. During the 

time period discussed by Mr. Wince, however, Ameritech Illinois did not offer 

to create new EELs. Furthermore, it my understanding that Ameritech Illinois 

had no legal obligation to do so. 

MR. WINCE DISCUSSES AN E-MAIL THAT WAS SENT TO HIM BY 

TIMOTHY TURNER DATED MARCH 13,2000. (WINCE 
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TESTIMONY, P. 10). DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS IN 

RESPONSE TO THIS DISCUSSION? 

Yes. It appears from the email that Mr. Turner, who has since died, was 

describing non-price advantages (provisioning time, reliability, etc.) of 

Ameritech Illinois’ special access services in comparison to a lower priced 

alternative available to Globalcom from another competitive provider of 

special access services. In addition, Mr. Turner indicated that Ameritech 

Illinois was “pursuing pricing alternatives which promise to have a near term 

impact on our rate structure, particularly in areas like Chicago”. Mr. Turner 

stated that, while he “could not predict when these initiatives will be reflected 

in our rates”, “we anticipated action within the next year.” In fact, the 

Company implemented a new geographical price zone structure on November 

18,2000. The new structure increased the number ofprice zones, which 

determine switched and special access pricing, from three (3) to five (5). The 

zone change lowered the prices for special access in zones 1 and 2. 

Globalcom benefited from the lower prices at their primary location, without 

having to take any action on their own. This new price change was 

communicated to customers, including Globalcom, via Accessible Letter, 

number SPA00-010, onNovember 17,2000. See schedule MBl. 

MR. WINCE, AT PAGE 8 OF HIS DIRECT TESTIMONY, 

DISCUSSES THE MANNER IN WHICH GLOBALCOM ORDERED 

SPECIAL ACCESS CIRCUITS. DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS? 
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Yes, Mr. Wince indicates that Globalcom initially used AIS to assist with the 

processing of ASRs. Mr. Wince also correctly states that it was Globalcom’s 

responsibility to provide AIS with the pertinent information needed to 

complete the ASRs. 

M R  WINCE FURTHER STATES THAT AFTER APPROXIMATELY 

SIX MONTHS, GLOBALCOM BEGAN USING TELIS TO PLACE ITS 

ASRs. PLEASE ELABORATE. 

TELIS is one of the ordering interfaces a customer, such as Globalcom, may 

use to order special access. TELIS allows a customer to go on line to order 

both interstate and intrastate circuits. The customer is required to complete 

various fields on the ASR for the specific type of service being ordered. 

One of the fields that is required when ordering special access is the Percent 

of Interstate Usage (PIU) field. The PIU identifies the expected interstate 

usage for the service on the ASR. Valid entries for this field are 0 and 100. 

If Globalcom determines that 10% or less of the traffic to be carried on the 

service is interstate in nature, Globalcom would enter a code of 0. 

Conversely, if Globalcom determines that more than 10% of the traffic to be 

carried on the service is interstate in nature, Globalcom should enter a code of 

100. By completing this field with a code of 100, Globalcom certifies that 
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the service as interstate and thus would be ordered out Amentech’s FCC NO. 

2 tariff 

Another field that may be completed when ordering special access is the 

Variable Term Agreement (VTA). This field identifies the duration of the 

term if Globalcom orders special access under an OPP plan. 

IF GLOBALCOM WAS UNCERTAIN WHAT ENTRIES TO USE TO 

COMPLETE THESE FIELDS, WAS HELP AVAILABLE? 

Yes, the Access Service Ordering Guide (ASOG) defines the PIU and VTA 

fields. The ASOG is the industry standard guide to assist access customers 

placing special access orders. In addition, TELIS contains “Help” commands 

for both the PIU and VTA fields. I have attached copies of the relevant pages 

of the ASOG and the result of the “Help” commands as Schedules MB2 and 

MB3, respectively. 

BEGINNING AT PAGE 13 OF HIS TESTIMONY, MR. WINCE 

DISCUSSES AN ATTEMPT MADE BY GLOBALCOM TO CONVERT 

CERTAIN SPECIAL ACCESS CIRCUITS TO EELS. DID 

GLOBALCOM MAKE A REQUEST FOR THE CONVERSION OF 

SPECIAL ACCESS CIRCUITS TO EELS? 
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Yes. On December 27,2001, a request for the conversion of five circuits was 

submitted electronically by Globalcom. CLLI code information was missing 

from the first submission. On December 28,2001, Globalcom submitted 

another spreadsheet, but it turned out to be an incorrect spreadsheet and was 

retracted by Globalcom. Yet another spreadsheet with the required CLLI 

Code information was submitted by Globalcom later that day. 

DID AMERITECH ILLINOIS GRANT GLOBALCOM’S REQUEST 

TO CONVERT THE FIVE CIRCUITS? 

No. The request was denied because the circuits did not qualify for 

conversion pursuant to the criteria for conversion established by the FCC in 

its Supplemental Order Clarification. 

PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY THE FIVE CIRCUITS DID NOT QUALIFY 

FOR CONVERSION. 

Globalcom requested the conversion of five DSlcircuits, all of which “ride” a 

DS3 special access service. Accordingly, conversion of the five DSI circuits 

would have violated the FCC’s prohibition on the “commingling” of UNEs 

with special access services. Riding denotes a channelized circuit that 

has a lower speed facility riding a higher facility. If there are DSls or 
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DSOs "riding" on a DS3 in order for the conversion to  take place all 

circuits riding the DS3 mus t  be converted. 

Q. DID THE COMPANY INFORM GLOBALCOM OF THE REASON 

FOR THE DENIAL OF ITS CONVERSION REQUEST? 

A. Yes. Ameritech sent an email on January 16, 2002 to Mr. Wince informing 

him that the request had been denied because of the prohibition on 

commingling. 

Q. MR. WINCE ASSERTS THAT, ON DECEMBER 28,2001, 

"AMERITECH INFORMED GLOBALCOM THAT IT WOULD 

IMPOSE AN EARLY TERMINATION PENALTY ON ANY 

CIRCUITS CONVERTED FROM SPECIAL ACCESS TO EELS IF 

THOSE CIRCUITS WERE ORDERED UNDER AMERITECH'S FCC 

NO. 2 TARIFF, SECTION 7.4.10". IS THIS CORRECT? 

A. Partially. The Company informed Globalcom that the conversion of special 

access service purchased under an Optional Payment Plan (..OPP") term 

pricing arrangement pursuant to Section 7 of the FCC tariff prior to the 

expiration of the end of the term will constitute a termination of service, 
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thereby triggering the assessment of termination charges under the terms of 

the special access tariff. 

PLEASE EXPLAIN THE BASIS FOR THE COMPANY’S POSITION 

REGARDING TERMINATION CHARGES. 

Ameritech Illinois interstate special access tariff, FCC No. 2, provides for an 

Optional Payment Plan (“OPF‘”) under which a customer, like Globalcom, 

has the option of agreeing to buy special access service under the tariff for a 

specified period of time (12,24,36,48 or 60 months), rather than on a 

month-to-month basis. In return for that term commitment, the customer 

obtains a substantial price discount on special access service throughout the 

established term. The OPP Plan also provides additional benefits in terms of 

rate stability. The OPP tariff provisions are discussed in more detail by Ms. 

Douglas in her testimony. The tariff further provides that “customers 

requesting termination of service prior to the expiration date of the OPP term 

will be liable for a termination charge”. The Company’s Illinois intrastate 

special access tariff contains OPP Plan and termination charge provisions that 

mirror those of the FCC tariff. 

Globalcom has taken advantage of the OPP program and has purchased many 

of its special access services from Ameritech Illinois under terms of varying 

lengths, including 60 months. When Globalcom ordered service under the 
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OPP plan, it was making a commitment to purchase special access service out 

of the interstate or intrastate tariff under which it ordered the service for the 

period of the OPP term. In exchange for that commitment, Globalcom has 

been provided special access service at rates substantially less than the rate 

that it would have paid for month-to-month service or under an OPP Plan of 

shorter duration. 

297 

298 

299 

300 

301 

302 

303 

3 04 

305 

306 

307 

308 

309 

310 Q. 

311 

312 

313 

3 14 A. 

315 

316 

317 

318 

319 

If Globalcom were to convert the special access services that it is purchasing 

out of the tariff to a combination of UNEs prior to the expiration of the 

OPP term to which Globalcom committed, the conversion would result in an 

early termination of service under the special access tariff, triggering the 

assessment of termination charges under the terms of the tariff. 

IN YOUR OPINION, ARE THE CHARGES FOR THE EARLY 

TERMINATION OF AN OPP TERM AGREEMENT FAIR AND 

REASONABLE? 

Yes. As discussed in more detail by Ms. Douglas, the termination charges are 

calculated to ensure that the Company recovers at least a portion of the 

difference between the rates charged under the OPP plan which the customer 

signed up for and the rate the customer should have paid under the tariff based 

on the period of time for which the customer actually took service. Thus, 

contrary to Mr. Wince’s statements, the termination charge is not in any 
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respects a “penalty”. Rather it is a “true-up“ mechanism to ensure that the 

amounts paid by the customer for special access service are billed at the 

appropriate rate based on the amount of time for which the customer actually 

took service. Indeed, waiver of the termination charges would amount to a 

penalty on Ameritech and a windfall for Globalcom--even though Ameritech 

is abiding by the contract and Globalcom is reneging on it-because 

Globalcom would end up paying severely discounted rates without meeting its 

long-term commitment that justify those low rates in the first place. 
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Q. EXPLAIN WHY THIS IS NOT A “PENALTY”. 

A. I can illustrate my point with an example. In December of 2000, Globalcom 

ordered several special access circuits with an OPP term of 60 months, which 

expires on December 28,2005. Globalcom had the option of ordering those 

circuits under a 12 month OPP Plan. In its Complaint, Globalcom is 

requesting refunds of amounts paid for special access service based on the 

hypothetical assumption that it had converted all of its circuits to EELS on 

December 27, 2001. (In fact, it requested the conversion of only five circuits). 

Assuming that Globalcom waited a day and requested the conversion of the 60 

month OPP circuits to become effective on December 28,2005, the 

termination charge for which Globalcom would be hilled for under the special 

access tariff would he calculated to equal the difference between the 60 month 

OPP rate and the 12 month OPP rate multiplied by the number of months 
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363 Q. MR. WINCE ASSERTS THAT THE CONVERSION OF SPECIAL 

364 
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ACCESS TO EELS DOES NOT CONSTITUTE A TERMINATION OF 

SERVICE BECAUSE “CONVERSION WILL NOT CHANGE THE 

(12) during which Globalcorn actually took service. As a result, the amount of 

special access charges paid by Globalcoml including the termination charge, 

would be no more than the total amount of recurring charges that Globalcorn 

would have paid had it signed up for the 12 month term, rather than the 60 

month term, in the first place. Stated another way, Globalcom took no risk in 

signing up for the 60 month term, rather than the 12 month term. At best, it 

would enjoy the full benefit of the 60 month discounted rate if it adhered to its 

commitment to continue taking service under the tariff for 60 months. At 

worst, if it terminated service after 12 months, it would pay an amount, 

including the termination charge, that was no more than the amount that it 

would have paid had it signed up for the 12 month term to begin with. 

Moreover, as Ms Douglas explains, Globalcom would actually be better off 

having signed up for the 60 month term, rather than a 12 month term in 

the scenario I have described. 
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NATURE OF THE CIRCUITS” AND IS MERELY A “BILLING 

CHANGE”. MR. WINCE ALSO STATES THAT GLOBALCOM 

“OFFERED TO COMMIT TO A TERM FOR EEL SERVICE FOR 

EACH OF THE CONVERTED CIRCUITS THAT WOULD BE EQUAL 

TO THE REMAINING TERM FOR THE SPECIAL ACCESS 
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387 

SERVICE FOR EACH CIRCUIT”. (WINCE TESTIMONY, P. 17). 

HOW DO YOU RESPOND TO THESE ASSERTIONS? 

A. I disagree that the conversion “does not change the nature of the circuits”. A 

conversion means that the carrier is no longer purchasing special access 

service out of a special access tariff. Rather, the carrier is purchasing a 

combination of unbundled network elements. The fact that there may not be a 

physical change in the facilities used to provide the service does not mean that 

there has been no termination of service. This conclusion is not altered in the 

slightest by Globalcom’s “offer” to “commit” to a term for the purchase of 

EELS. In this regard, Mr. Wince’s assertion that this is “merely” a billing 

change misses the point completely. When a customer signs up to take service 

under the tariff for a specified period of time, the commitment is to purchase 

service under the tariff at the discounted tariffed special access rates for that 

period of time. Thus, when Globalcom converts a special access circuit to an 

EEL (which is priced at UNE rates, and not at special access rates) prior to 

expiration of the OPP term, it is by definition terminating service under the 
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tariff, no matter how long the carrier may commit to purchasing the EEL 

under a separate agreement. 

Q. AT PAGE 14 OF HIS TESTIMONY, MR. WINCE DISCUSSES A 

LETTER FROM PEGGY BEATA DATED JANUARY 7,2002, WHICH 

HE DESCRIBES AS A “FORMAL RESPONSE TO GLOBALCOM’S 

REQUEST TO CONVERT SPECIAL ACCESS CIRCUITS TO EELS”. 

IS MR. WINCE’S CHARACTERIZATION OF THIS LETTER 

ACCURATE? 

A. No. The letter was a formal response to an email from Globalcom’s counsel, 

Mr. McCarty, dated January 3,2002 in which Mr. McCarty took issue with 

the Company’s position regarding the applicability of early termination 

charges upon the conversion of special access services prior to the expiration 

of the term pricing arrangements under which those services were purchased. 

Mr. McCarty’s letter did not refer to the request for any specific circuits. 

Q. WAS GLOBALCOM’S REQUEST FOR THE CONVERSION OF FIVE 

SPECIAL ACCESS CIRCUITS DENIED BECAUSE O F  

GLOBALCOM’S POSITION THAT IT SHOULD NOT HAVE TO PAY 

THE TERMINATION CHARGES THAT IT COMMITTED TO 

PAYING UPON THE EARLY TERMINATION OF SPECIAL ACCESS 

CIRCUITS PURCHASED UNDER THE TARIFFED OPP PLAN? 
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432 
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A. No. As I have previously discussed, that request was denied because it did 

not qualify for conversion under the FCC’s rules governing special access to 

EEL conversions, in particular, the rule against “commingling”. 

Q. HAS AMEFUTECH ILLINOIS EVER TAKEN THE POSITION THAT 

IT WILL REJECT ALL REQUESTS FOR CONVERSIONS OF 

SPECIAL ACCESS CIRCUITS UNLESS GLOBALCOM PAYS 

TERMINATION CHARGES UNDER THE SPECIAL ACCESS 

TARIFF? 

A. No. Ameritech Illinois has not “conditioned” the conversions of special 

access circuits on the payment of tariffed special access service termination 

charges. Rather, the right to convert a special access circuit to an EEL 

depends on whether the carrier certifies that the circuit meets one of the three 

local use tests established by the FCC in its Supplemental Order Clarification 

and the conversion of the circuit would not violate the prohibition on 

commingling. In this case, Ameritech Illinois has never rejected (and would 

not reject) a request for the conversion on the basis of Globalcom’s stated 

objection to paying termination charges. If a request for the conversion of a 

circuit met the criteria for conversion, the conversion would be performed 

and Globalcom would be billed for any applicable termination charges in 

accordance with the terms of the special access tariff. If Globalcorn disputed 
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the charge, that dispute would be handled in the same manner as any other 

dispute regarding payment of amounts owed for the provision of special 

access service. Because most, if not all, of the circuits at issue here were 

ordered under the FCC tariff, any such dispute would ultimately be within the 

jurisdiction of the FCC to resolve. 

FOLLOWING THE COMPANY’S REJECTION OF GLOBALCOM’S 

REQUEST FOR THE CONVERSION OF FIVE CIRCUITS, DID THE 

COMPANY MAKE ANY ATTEMPTS TO ASSIST GLOBALCOM 

WITH THE CONVERSION OF ADDITIONAL CIRCUITS? 

Yes. On January 22,2002, Mr. Gimenez, the Company’s Access Account 

Manager, sent Mr. Wince an e-mail with several attached spreadsheets. One 

spreadsheet listed all the special access circuits regardless of eligibility. 

Globalcom was informed that each circuit that they wanted to convert needed 

to comply with one of the three options stated in the Supplemental Order. 

They were asked to submit a spreadsheet with the appropriate circuits 

identified and Ameritech offered to facilitate the conversion project. The 

process for calculation of early termination charges was also described. With 

the e-mail, the Company provided Mr. Wince an Excel spreadsheet template 

to list all of the circuits that Globalcom would like to convert. 

DID MR. WINCE RESPOND TO THIS E-MAIL? 
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A. Yes. Mr. Wince responded with an e-mail dated January 22,2002, stating as 

follows: “Thank you for the information. Are these all the circuits that AIT 

bills Globalcom?” Mr. Girnenez responded to Mi. Wince’s inquiry in an e- 

mail dated January 23,2002, stating: “Eric, yes, CBQ and GCQ are all the 

access circuits that AIT bills Globalcom”. 

Q. WAS THERE ANY FURTHER RESPONSE FROM GLOBALCOM TO 

MR. GIMENEZ’ JANUARY 22 EMAIL? 

A. No. 

Q. DID GLOBALCOM COMPLETE AND RETURN THE EXCEL 

TEMPLATE SPREADSHEET PROVIDED BY MR. GIMENEZ WITH 

HIS JANUARY 22 E-MAIL? 

A. No. 

Q. DID GLOBALCOM SUBMIT ANY REQUESTS FOR THE 

CONVERSION OF ANY SPECIAL ACCESS CIRCUITS OTHER 

THAN THE FIVE CIRCUITS THAT WERE THE SUBJECT OF THE 

DECEMBER 27,2001 REQUEST? 
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502 

A. No. 

Q. MR. WINCE ASSERTS THAT, AFTER AMERITECH REJECTED 

GLOBALCOM’S FIVE CONVERSION REQUESTS, “GLOBALCOM 

DISCUSSED THIS SUBJECT WITH AMENTECH SEVERAL TIMES 

AS WELL AS DURING THE MEETING ON FEBRUARY 6,2002”. 

MR. WINCE THEN ASSERTS THAT “AMERITECH STATED THAT 

FURTHER CERTIFICATIONS WERE UNNECESSARY, AS IT 

WOULD REJECT ANY FURTHER OPP REQUESTED 

CONVERSIONS FOR THE SAME REASON AS IT REJECTED THE 

ORIGINAL FIVE CIRCUITS”. DO YOU AGREE WITH M R  

WINCE’S ASSERTIONS? 

A. Absolutely not. I have been involved in a number of the discussions referred 

to Mr. Wince, including the February 6 ,  2002 meeting. The Company has 

never stated that it would reject “any further OPP requested conversions”. As 

I have previously discussed, the Company provided Globalcom with an Excel 

template for the purpose of requesting the conversion of specific circuits, 

subject to a certification that the circuit qualifies for conversion under one of 

the FCC’s three local use tests. If the circuit for which a conversion is 

requested is attached to a special access circuit that does not qualify for 

conversion, or for which conversion is not also requested, the conversion 

request would be denied as violating the FCC’s prohibition on 
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“commingling”. That is the basis on which Globalcom’s only conversion 

request to date was denied. Until Globalcom makes a formal, certified 

request for the conversion of a specific circuit or circuits, however, there is no 

way for Ameritech Illinois to tell whether or not the conversion can be 

allowed 
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MR. WINCE STATES THAT GLOBALCOM TOLD “AMERITECH 

THAT IT WAS READY AND WILLING TO CONVERT ALL OF ITS 

SPECIAL ACCESS CIRCUITS TO EELS UNDER THE INTERIM 

TARIFF BUT FOR AMERITECH’S POSITION THAT 

TERMINATION FEES WOULD APPLY.” (WINCE TESTIMONY, P. 

17) DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS ON THIS STATEMENT? 

Yes. It is certainly my understanding that Globalcom does not want to pay the 

termination charges that it would be legally obligated to pay if it terminates 

service early for the purpose converting special access service to EELS. That 

may explain why Globalcom has not requested the conversion of any circuits 

other than the five circuits for which conversion was requested on December 

27, 200 1. However, as I indicated earlier, Ameritech Illinois has done nothing 

to stand in the way of Globalcom’s making such a request. If circuits 

qualifymg for conversion had been converted, Globalcorn could have been 

paying the lower UNE rates to which it believes it is entitled. Globalcorn- 

however, has chosen to adopt a different strategy. 
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Q. MR. WINCE ASSERTS THAT GLOBALCOM “BEGAN TRYING TO 

ORDER NEW EEL CIRCUITS AFTER DECEMBER 19, 2001”, BUT 

THAT “AMERITECH DID NOT ALLOW US TO ORDER NEW 

EELS” (WINCE TESTIMONY, P. 21). PLEASE COMMENT ON MR. 

WINCE’S TESTIMONY IN THIS REGARD. 

A. As Mr. Wince correctly suggests, Globalcorn never expressed an interest in 

ordering “new EELs” from Ameritech Illinois prior to December 19,200 1. 

However, there is no basis for Mr. Wince’s assertion that Ameritech “did not 

allow” Globalcom to purchase new EELs available under Ameritech Illinois’ 

tariff. A tariff making new EELs available to CLECs became effective on 

September 18,2001. Globalcom has always been free to order new EELs out 

of that tariff. Globalcom did not order new EELs, however, because it 

objected to the tarifPs requirement that new EELs terminate in a collocation 

arrangement. Mr. Wince’s suggestion that Ameritech Illinois refused to allow 

Globalcorn to order new EELs through the “GlobalcodAmeritech 

interconnection agreement” is incorrect. To my knowledge, Globalcom has 

never attempted to order new EELs under its interconnection agreement. In 

fact, in response to a data request from Ameritech Illinois, Globalcom has 

acknowledged that, under terms of the interconnection agreement, if 

unbundled loop and dedicated transport network elements “are not already 

combined, then it is Globalcom’s responsibility to combine them”. 
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[Globalcom’s Response to Item 20 of Ameritech Illinois’ First Set of Data 

Requests.] In other words, the interconnection agreement does not obligate 

Ameritech Illinois to provide “new EELs”. 
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AT PAGES 19-20 OF HIS TESTIMONY, MR. WINCE EXPRESSES A 

CONCERN THAT “AMERITECH ILLINOIS WILL BE OBJECTING 

TO CONVERTING ANY CIRCUIT WHERE THE TRANSPORT 

DOES NOT TERMINATE AT A COLLOCATION FACILITY”. IS 

MR. WINCE’S CONCERN JUSTIFIED? 

No. As the basis for his concern, Mr. Wince refers to the collocation 

requirement for new EELs set forth in the Interim Compliance Tariff. That 

tariff does not include a collocation requirement for conversions of special 

access circuits to existing EELs. Globalcom can convert special access 

services to EELs if the services qualify for conversion under one of the 

FCC’s three “local use tests”. Two of the tests include a collocation 

requirement, while one of the tests does not. If Globalcom can certify that a 

circuit qualifies for conversion under the test that does not require 

collocation, it will be allowed to convert the circuit to an EEL even if the 

dedicated transport element does not terminate in a collocation facility, 

assuming that the circuit does not violate the prohibition on “commingling”. 
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HAS AMERITECH ILLINOIS EVER INDICATED TO GLOBALCOM 

THAT IT WOULD REJECT A CONVERSION REQUEST THAT 

QUALIFIES UNDER THE FCC’S THIRD LOCAL USE TEST ON 

THE GROUNDS THAT THE CIRCUIT DOES NOT TERMINATE IN 

A COLLOCATION FACILITY? 

No. 

M R  WINCE ASSERTS THAT GLOBALCOM HAS BEEN 

ORDERING CIRCUITS ON A MONTH-TO-MONTH OR 12 MONTH 

BASIS IN ORDER TO “NEGATE ANY CLAIM FOR TERMINATION 

CHARGES”. (WINCE TESTIMONY, P. 21). DO YOU HAVE ANY 

COMMENT? 

Yes. I have reviewed the data on the circuits established for Globalcom in 

2002. That information shows that Globalcorn has continued to order a 

significant number of circuits under OPP plans with terms of 24,36 and 60 

months. in addition to circuits purchased on a month-to-month and 12 month 

basis. 

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

Yes. 
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Accessible 

“Zone Expansion: Ameritech will increase the existing geographical 
pricing zones structure from three zones to five zones“ 

Date: November 17. 2000 

Number: SPA00-010 

Contact: Ameritech Account Manager 

Currently, Ameritech’s (AIT) DS1 and DS3 Special Access and 
Dedicated Switched Access Transport services, as well as its Tandem 
Switched and Host-Remote Transport are provided under a three rate 
zone pricing structure. 
geographical pricing zones, from three zones to five zones, provided 
in the F.C.C. No. 2 Tariff on November 18, 2000. The expansion, in 
accordance with the Commission’s Order in CC Docket NO. 96-262, 
permits LECs to define both the scope and number of pricing zones 
applicable to all services to which zone pricing currently applies. 

Each Ameritech wire center has been assigned to one of the five 
zones. The attachment provides a mapping, by wire center, of the 
current three-rate zone structure to the new five-rate zone 
structure. The new structure will apply to all rates to which zone 
pricing currently applies. 

Rates have been modified to support the new zone structure. The 
current three-rate zone structure will continue to apply to existing 
customer services that are under an active Optional Payment Plan (OPP) 
or Discount Commitment Plan (DCP). The three-rate zone structure will 
be discontinued for existing vintage services upon the expiration of 
the existing OPP or DCP term, or when the service is terminated. 
If the OPP or DCP rate is decreased, and customer services are 
currently provided under an OPP or DCP, these savings will be passed 
to the customer. 

Please refer your questions to your Ameritech Account Manager 

Ameritech will expand the existing 
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Issued July 19, 2001 
Effective January 19, 2002 

Issued April 5, 1999 
Effective September 25, 1999 
Implemented September 25, 1999 

47. PIU - Percentage of Interstate Usage 

Identifies the expected Interstate Usage for the access service 
on this request. Both Interstate and Intrastate may be ordered 
on a single Access Service Request by specifymg the applicable 
percent of Interstate usage. However, two Access Service 
Requests may be related to one another through the entry 
RPON (Related Purchase Order Number). 

VALID ENTRIES: 

0 to 100 
LOF = Letter on File 

NOTE 1: 

NOTE 2 

NOTE 3: 

NOTE 4: 

NOTE 5: 

NOTE 6: 

USAGE 

Special access must be ordered as 0 of 100. 

WATS access must be ordered as 0 or 100. 

FGC or FGD may be ordered with PIU field left 
blank where specified by tariff. The PIU is 
determined from measurements. 

FGA or FGB may be ordered as 0 to 100 for the 
line/trunk group. 

DNAL or switched access facilities may be ordered 
as 0 to 100. 

When the UNE field is populated the PIU must be 0 
or LOF. 

This field is conditional. 

N C D M T R  

J c I c I c I c I c I c /  
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Issued May 5 ,  2000 
Effective September 23, 2000 

Implemented September 23, 2000 

47. PIU - Percentage of Interstate Usage (continued) 

NOTE 1: Required for services other than FGC and FGD 
when the ACT field is " N ,  the WST field is not 
populated, and the first position of the REQTYP 
field is not "Q". 

Required when the first position of the REQTYP 
field is "S", " E ,  "V", " X  or "W" and the ACT field is 

NOTE2: 

"C", ! M M " ,  "T" or " R ,  

NOTE 3: Prohibited when the first position of the REQTYP 
field is "Q". 

NOTE 4: Otherwise optional. 

DATA CHARACTERISTICS: 3 alpha/numeric characters 
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Issued April 5, 1999 
Effective September 25, 1999 

Implemented September 25, 1999 

85. VTA - Variable Term Agreement 

Identifies the duration, identifying USOC, contract date or 
contract identification number of any variable term agreement 
that may be offered by a provider. 

USAGE: This field is optional. 

N C D M T R  

~ 0 ~ 0 ~ 0 ~ 0 ~ 0 ~ 0 ~  

DATA CHARACTERISTICS: 17 alpha/numeric characters 

EXAMPLES: 
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